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Based on data provided by the City University of New 
York (CUNY) University Application Processing Center, this report 
compares applicants to CUNY for admission in fall 1972 vho were 
accepted and then enrolled with those who were accepted but did not 
enroll. Of the applicants who were accepted as fulltioe, day-session 
freshmen matriculants, more than half (56% or 32,111 students) 
enrolled at the college to which they were allocated. Summary 
conclusions include: (1) Applicants were more likely to have higher 
college admissions averages (CAA) than those accepted for community 
colleges. (2) Nearly a quarter of the applicants to CUNY were 
eligible for special programs. (3) Applicants to the senior colleges 
were more likely to be allocated to the colleges of their first 
choice than were applicants to community colleges. (4) Applicants 
allocated to the senior colleges with CAA of 80$ or obove were far 
less likely to enroll in September than the rest. (Author/PG) 
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INTRODUCTION 



One of the functions of the Office of Program and Policy Research is to 
maximize the use by the Office of the Chancellor and the Board of Higher 
Education of available information* Application, allocation, and enrollment 
data are available centrally; they have been tabulated, and presented in 
this report. It should be recognized that these data were not originally 
collected for research purposes or for use by policy-makers. This limits 
the uses to which the information can be put, the inferences that may be 
drawn, the applicability and general izability of findings. The information 
is worth providing but caution is advised in interpreting and utilizing it. 

This report, based upon data provided by the CUNY University Application 
Processing Center, compares applicants to The City University of New York 
for admission in Fall 1972 who were accepted and then enrolled with those 
who were accepted but did not enroll. Of the applicants who were accepted 
as full-time, day session freshmen matriculants, more than half (56% or 
32,111 students) enrolled at the college to which they were allocated. 
The remaining 44% are termed "non-enrollees" in this report.^ The proportions 
who enrolled and who failed to do so were the same for senior and community 
college applicants. 
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CHARACTERISTICS OF ACCEPTED APPLICANTS 

Table 1 presents data on the characteristics of all applicants to CUNY 
who were accepted as £ull-time> day-session freshmen matriculants, re- 
gardless of whether or not they enrolled in September, 1972, 

Sex ; Of the applicants to senior colleges, 51.0% were male; of those 
who applied to community colleges, 48,1% were male. 

College Admissions Level : Applicants accepted to the senior colleges were 

2 

more likely to have higher college admissions averages than those accepted 
to the community colleges: There were four times as many Level B applicants 
(CAA below 70%) at tfe community colleges than at the senior colleges; more 
than half of the senior college applicants had a CAA of 80% and above. 

High School Type : Applicants to senior colleges were somewhat more likely, 

3 

than those from community colleges, to come from high and middle public 
academic (49.2% vs. 45.2%) and nonpublic (27.1% vs. 18.6%) high schools 
and less likely to derive from public vocational schools (4.8% vs. 11.7%). 

4 

Race-Ethnicity and Median Family Income of Residential Area : Over 70% 
of the applicants accepted by CUNY came from predominantly or mostly white 
areas of New York City. A slightly larger percentage of community college 
than senior college applicants (28.4% vs. 22,8%) were from areas that 
wera predominantly or mostly black and/or Puerto Rican. 
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Of the applicants to the senior coUegeSi 40,3% came from areas with median 
family income below $10,000; of those who applied to community colleges, 
45,9% derived from such areas. 

Among the combined race-ethnicity and median family income categories, the 
largest proportion of applicants resided in white middle income ($8,000 to 
$11,999) areas» Less than five percent came from black and Puerto Rican 
middle income areas and under ten percent from white low income areas. 

Special Programs : Nearly a quarter of the applicants were eligible for 
special programs, such as SEEK in the senior colleges and College Discovery 
in the community colleges. 

A larger percentage of the applicants to community colleges were eligible 
for special programs (2^7*2% vs. 20.5%). However, over two-thirds of the 
eligible applicants to the senior colleges were selected for special programs, 
in contrast to one-third of the eligible applicants to community colleges. 

Choice Number of College of Allocation : Applicants to senior colleges were 
more likely to be allocated to the college of their first choice than were 
applicants to community colleges: 81.6% vs. 62.8%. The distribution of 
the first choices of allocated applicants is shown in Table 2. Among the 
senior colleges, Brooklyn and Queens Colleges were most likely to have been 
chosen by applicants. Among the community colleges, it was New York City 
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and Queensborough Community Colleges, A fifth of the applicants who were 
allocated to community colleges gave a senior college as their first choice. 

The distribution of allocated applicants by their college of allocation 
is also presented in Table 2. The largest proportions of applicants were 
allocated to Brooklyn College and Queensborough Community College, 

BNROLLEES VS, NON-ENROLLEES 

Table 3 presents the percent of allocated applicants who enrolled in September 
1972, by sex and college admissions average for the senior and the coiunmnity 
colleges (as well as the number of allocated applicants from which this per- 
cent derived, in parentheses). 

Among the applicants allocated to the senior colleges, the Regular students, 
those with the highest college admissions averages (80% or above), were 
far less likely to enroll than applicants with lower CAAs, This was not 
true among those allocated to the community colleges. 

High School Typ e; With regard to graduates of public high schools who were 
allocated to senior colleges,,, 

--among those with the lowest CAAs (Level B, below 7C%) , the lower the academic 
status of their high school, the less likely they were to enroll; 

--however, among those with the highest CAAs (Regular, 80% or aboye), gra- 
duates from high academic high schools were less prone to enroll than those 
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from middle academic high schools; 



--those with middle-range CAAs (Level A, 70% to 79%) were most prone to 
enroll . 

With regard to graduates of public high schools who were allocated to community 
colleges... 

--among those with the lowest CAAs (Level B, below 70%), the lower the 
academic status of the high school, the less likely they were to enroll, 

--among those from vocational schools, the higher tne applicants' CAAs, the 
more prone they were to enroll, 

Race-Ethnicity of Residential Area; With regard to applicants who were 
allocated to senior colleges... 

--among males, those from areas of high Puerto Rican concentrations were 
less likely to enroll. 

With regard to applicants who were allocated to community colleges,,, 

--the lowest proportion of enrollees was found among those with low CAAs 
(Level B, below 70%), from areas of high Puerto Idcan concentrations. 
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Median Family Income of Residential Areas: With regard to applicants who 
were allocated to senior colleges. . • 

--among those with the highest CAAs (Regular » 80%, or above) applicants who 
resided in areas with very low or very high median family incomes were 
less prone to enroll (i.e, those from middle-income areas were most prone 
to enroll); 

--among those with the lowest CAAs (Level B, below 70%), there was a tendency 
for enrollment to be associated with the affluence of the area of residence 
(i.e., the lower the median family income in the area, the less likely 
were applicants fron) that area to enroll). 

The latter statement also appeared true for applicants, especially males, 
who were allocated to the community colleges* 

In Table 3 the race-ethnicity and median family income characteristics of 
residential areas are combined and summary statistics provided. 

Special Program Selection : Table 3 also provides data on the percentage 
of enrol lees fr on) among special program-eligible applicants who were selected 
for special programs and who were not. Among those allocated to senior 
colleges, there does not appear to be a consistent pattern/ However, the 
data for applicants allocated to the community colleges support the notion • 
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that selection for special programs does increase the rate of enrollment; 
regardless of sex or CAA^ the proportion of cnrollees among those selected 
for special programs at the community colleges was consistently higher 
than those who were eligible but not selected. 

Choice Number of College of Allocation ; There did not appear to be a con- 
sistent and significant relationship between applicants receiving first choice 
of college and their rate of enrollment. (There were "tendencies*' for 
Level A applicants to be more prone to enroll if given their first choice, 
and, among those allocated to the senior colleges, for Level B applicants 
to be less likely to enrdll if given their first choice of college.) 

College of First Choice ; As may be observed in Table 3, applicants requesting 
City College as their first choice were far less likely to enroll than the 

rest.-/' 

SUMMARY 

Applicants accepted to the senior colleges for Fall 1972 were more likely 
to have higher college admissions averages than those applicants accepted 
for community colleges. (One of ten at the senior colleges compared to four 
of ten at community colleges had CAAs below 70%.) 

Nearly a quarter of the applicants to CUNY were eligible for special pro- 
grams; at the senior colleges, two-thirds of those eligible for such programs 



were selected for them, in contrast to one-third at the community colleges. 

Applicants to the senior colleges were more likely to be allocated to the 
college of their first choice than were applicants to community colleges 
(82% vs. 63%). 

Applicants allocated to the senior colleges with CAAs of 80% or above were 
far less likely to enroll in September than the rest (this was not true 
among those allocated to the community colleges) , especially if they came 
from high schools with high or low (but not middle) academic standing or 
resided in areas of very high or very low (but not middle) median family 
income . 

Applicants fcith CAAs of below 70% were less likely to enroll if their high 
school had low academic standing or if they resided in areas of high Puerto 
Rican concentration and/or of low median family income. 

Among applicants allocated to the community colleges who were eligible 
for special prograjiis, those selected for them were more prone (regardless 
of CAA) to enroll . (This was not necessarily true for those allocated to 
the senior colleges.) 
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FOOTNOTCS 



1. The number of non-enrollees may be smaller than that cited in the report. 
For example, some individuals may have enrolled at a college other than the 
one to which they were allocated; others may have enrolled as part-time or 
evening session students. The available data pertain only to those who en- 
rolled as full-time day session matriculants at the college to which they 
were allocated. 

2. College Admissions Average (CAA) is computed from grades received in five 
high school subjects: English, foreign language, mathematics, science, and 
social studies. It is the basis by which applicants are designated by Level: 
Regular, Level A, or Level B. 

Senior Colleges: CAA 

Regular 80% and above 

Level A 70.0-79.9% 

Level B Below 70% 

Community Colleges: 

Regular 75% and above 

Level A 70.0-74.9% 

Level B Below 70% 

3. High school type includes the classification by UAPC of NYC public academic 
high schools, based upon a school-wide academic average. 

4. Using Census data, tapes of which were made available by the City Planning 
Commissioi% applicants' residence (ZIP code) areas were characterized by race- 
ethnicity and median family income. There are 186 ZIP areas for NYC; only 
166 were classified by OPPR. (The twenty omitted areas had relatively small 
populations (less than 1,000] or were special designations ^[Kennedy and 
LaGuardia Airports] ; there were only 18 appl icants from these areas in 1972, ) 
Using data from the 1970 Census, the 166 NYC ZIP areas were classified as 
follows: 

(a) Those with comparatively high (30% or more of the population) 
concentration of Puerto Ricans, regardless of the proportion 
that were white or black: 12 ZIP areas. 

(b) Predominantly black (80% or more of the population) : 10 
ZIP areas, 

(c) Mostly black (over 50% but under 80%): 11 ZIP areas. 

(d) Mostly white (over 50% but under 80%): 25 ZIP areas, 
(c) Predominantly white (80% or more): 108 ZIP areas. 



The median family income for each area was also computed and categorized as 
follows: 

9 ZIP areas 
32 ZIP areas 



$ 0 to - 5,999 

$ 6,000 to - 7,999 

$ 8,000 to - 9,999 

$10,000 to - 11,999 

$12,000 to - 14,999 



27 ZIP areas 
54 ZIP areas 
t2 ZIP areas 



$15,000 and over: 12 ZIP aroa^ 



166 ZIP areas 



Roferonces in this report to raco-ethnicity and family income pertain to areas 
of applicant residence in NYC rather than actual applicant characteristics. 
(Applicants are not required to provide such information.) The categorization 
of ZIP areas is based upon arbitrary criteria! the criteria applied 1970 Census 
data to the residential areas of 1072 applicants; the ZIP areas are not equal. 
for those and other reasons, care should be taken in utilizing theso findings. 
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Table 1: Characteristics of Applicants Who Ware Accepted to CUNY 

Senior and Community Colleges for Fall, 1972, In Percentages 
(Day Session Matriculated Status) • 



Sex 



Senior 
Colleges 



Community 
Colleges 



Male 
Female 
Total N 

College Admissions Lever 

Regular 
Level A 
Level B 
Total N 

Hi gh School Type** 

High Academic 

Middle Academic 

Low Academic 

Vocational 

Nonpublic 

Other 

Total N 

Race-Ethnicity 

of Residential Area* ** 

Predominantly black 
Mostly black 
Puerto Rican 
Mostly white 
Predominantly white 
Total N 

Median Family Income 
of Residential Area *** 



$ 

.1 



0 

6^000 
ffOOO 

mw: 



5,999 
7,999 

14; 999 
Above 



51.0% 
49.0 
(32,978) 



55.5% 
34.7 
9.8 
(32 j 978) 



21.4% 
27.8 
9.6 
4,8 
27.1 
9.3 
(32,978) 



S.2% 
9.6 
8.0 
13.8 
63.4 
(31,238) 



5.3% 
19.6 
15.4 
37^5 
17.6 
4.5 
(31,238) 



48.1% 
51.9 
(23,901) 



13,0% 
47.5 
39.6 
* (23,901) 



15.1% 
30.1 
9.9 
11.7 
18.6 
13.9 
(23,901) 



6.5% 
11.4 
10.5 
14.7 
56.8 
(22,678) 



7.6% 
23.1 
15.2 
33.9 
1^.8 

3.3 
(22,678) 



IerIci 



Tnblo 1: CoiUihucd 



Senior Community 

Collqyes Col louos 

Raco-Hthnicity iuul ^' 

Median Family Income 

of Residential Area . 



Black, PR; undor $8,000 
Black, PR; $8,000 - $11,999 
Wliitc; under $8,000 
IVhite; $8,000 - $11,999 
White; over J 12, 000 
Total N 


18.5% 
■ 4.3 ,,, 

6.5 
48.6 
22.1 
(31,238) 


23.7% 
4.8 
7.1 
44.2 
20.2 
(22,678) 


.§i"LCC i I P ro gi\im Eligibility 






HI igiblc 
Not Hligible 
Total N 


20.5% 
79.5 
(32.978) 


27.2% 
72.8 
(23,901) 


Special Pi'ogram Selection 
From Bligiblc Applicants 






Selected 
Not Selected 
Total N 


68.4% 
31.6 
(6,757) 


32 . 2% 
67.8 
(6,504) 


Choice Number of 
Cpllo^o of Allocation 






l"ir.st Choice 
Second Choice 
Third or more 
No Choice 
Total N 


81.6% 
10,0 
5.9 
2.5 
(32,978) 


62.8% 
15.6 
17.7 
3.9 
(23,901) 



*Thc admissions levels arc defined differently in senior and commutiity colleges. At 
senior colleges. Regular = College Admissions Average 80% and above. Level A = CAA 
70-79.9%, and Level B = CAA below 70%. At community colleges. Regular = CAA 75% and 
above. Level A = 70-74.9%, and Level B = CAA below 70%. 

**Public academic high schools in New York City were classified by UAPC a?, high, 
middle, or low on the basis of school average. Other includes those from schools 
outside New York City and those with General Equivalency Diplomas. 

***Usirtg census data, the ZIP codos were classified as predominantly black (80% or 

m^ifo), mostly black (50-79%), Puerto Rican (30% or moro, regardless of the proportion 

; Of whuc^^ or blacks), mostly white (50-79%), and predominantly white (80% or wore). 

J^'^L'^^*^^ ^-^'^ classified by median family income. The totals here exclude out- 
fit -^dityappl Icants . 
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Table 2: Col ; -jge of First Choice arid Collogo of Allocation 
Al- ted Applicants for Fall, 1972, In Percentage 
(Day Session Matriculated Status) 



College of College of 

Senior Colleges First Choice Allocation 

Baruch 5.6% 6.5% 

Brooklyn 23.2 25.0 

City 11.7 13.8 

Evors 1.1 2.7 

Hunter 17.3 lo'.g 

John Jay 4.4 6,7 

Lehman 10. 3 12.0 

Queens 21.8 17.0 

York 1.7 5.5 

Commun i ty Col 1 ege s . 2.8 - 

Total N ■ (32.978) (32,978) 



Commun i t y Co 1 1 ege s 



Borough Manhattan CC 8.3% 12.0% 

Bronx CC 10.0 15 ! 3 

Hostos CC 1.7 1.6 

Kingsbo rough CC 8.7 13.4 

La Guardia CC 4.4 5.3 

New York City CC 18.8 17. i 

Queensborough CC 14.2 21.1 

Staten Island CC 9,9 10. 3 

Voorhees 3.O 3^7 

Senior Colleges 21.0 

Total N (23,901) (23.901) 
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